Nonetheless, among those working in terms of this opposition, Thomas will be counted among the Biblical party, where he is placed within the train of Moses Maimonides, represented as "particularly alert to what he considered to be the dangers of Neoplatonic emanationism in which the doctrine of creation and the eternity of the world are combined in such a way that would deny the free activity of God." 8 Among the problems with placing Aquinas in this context are what Thérèse Bonin tells us about the situation in which Albert thought about emanation. Not only was it prominent in the system of the condemned Eriugena but also, more importantly, in Dionysius who had the authority of an Apostolic Father, as well as playing a large role in the works of the highly respected Boethius. 9 Indeed in the Divine Names, Aquinas encounters a treatment of emanation from the Good which requires considerable massaging to place it within an Augustinian unification of the divine being, intellect, and will. The Latin translation of the Dionysian text read:
Indeed just as our sun engages in no ratiocination or act of choice, but by its very being illumines all things, giving to each of them in their own way a participation in the light to the extent of their capacities, so it is with the Good, which exists far above the sun, an archetype separated beyond its obscure image, through its essence it sends the rays of its complete goodness to all existing things proportionately. 10 In his exposition, Thomas insists that "the act of the divine being is his act of understanding and of willing, and therefore what he makes through his own being, he makes through intellect and will." He was certainly happy to be able to explain that it was on this account that Dionysius said "distinctly" that God is distinguished from the sun in the way in which an archetype stands above an obscure image. 11 Despite such problems, Bonin notes that "many medieval philosophers not only accepted emanation but gave it a new prominence" 12 and that it was more common in their works than in those of the pagan Neoplatonists. She concludes that "Albert treats creation as the most perfect case of emanation and considers emanation a corrective to pantheism." Albert does not suppose that this philosophical structure poses a problem for faith because "he judges that the best accounts of emanation at once uphold the unity of God's effect and affirm that God touches the center of each being in its distinctness and individuality." 13 What Thomas found in the Vulgate, and in Albert's position and its background, are essentials in setting the intellectual situation in which Aquinas thinks about emanation and require us to doubt whether he is really working with the hermeneutic of suspicion which an opposition of the supposed Biblical doctrine and Neoplatonism would require. In raising doubts about this opposition, I shall begin by looking at the use of the "emanationist" principle Ab uno simplici non est nisi unum by some Islamic, Jewish, and Christian thinkers from al-Farabi to Aquinas. I shall go on to consider some aspects of the understanding by which Aquinas could begin the final Book of the Summa contra Gentiles thus:
Because the most perfect unity is found in the highest summit of things, God, and because with each reality so much the more it is one, so much the greater is its power, and dignity, it follows to the extent that things are further away from the First Principle, so much greater would be the diversity and variety found in them. Therefore it is necessary that the process of emanation from God be united within this Principle itself, and be multiplied according to the lowliness of things, where it comes to its end. 14 The Eleventh Chapter of the same Book views the whole of reality, created and divine, as a hierarchy of emanations. In consequence, for Thomas the processions of the Persons within the Trinity are called emanations, and, in the Summa Theologiae, Aquinas defines creation as "the emanation of the whole actuality of being from the universal being." 15 By reflections on what underlies these statements, I hope to contribute to the work of scholars like Jean Trouillard and Robert Crouse in breaking down false oppositions between Neoplatonism and Christian theology.
The old Hellenic "authentic neoplatonism" 16 united philosophy and religion for the sake of civilized culture, an inclusive truth and spiritual life which it was confident would return once the currently ascendant novelties of a narrow barbarism had had their day. 17 Like Dr Crouse, the Hellenic Neoplatonists were confident that "it's all foolishness and can't last," though the faith he has in a providential deliverance from contemporary Christian novelties, they had in respect to Christianity itself! The intimate relations between Hellenic religion and Platonism entailed that conflicts between it and the religions of the Book were inevitable. However, a great part of the attraction of Neoplatonism was that in it philosophy, mystic experience, and religion worked out their need for one another. In consequence, just as diverse relations between cult and philosophy resulted in diverse and even opposed pagan Neoplatonisms, there would come to be not only Islamic and mention Syriac). 18 There are immensely important differences between the Christian Platonism in the Latin West emerging out of the decisive role in Augustine's conversion played by Plotinus and Porphyry translated into Latin, and that in the Greek East, which, most notoriously in the Pseudo-Dionysius, went down the theurgic road taken by the Academy in Athens to its telos in Proclus and Damascius. Furthermore, within all of these religious and linguistic communities "Neoplatonism" is a word to be declined in the plural.
Something of this plurality will emerge in this essay. Understanding the differences between their Platonisms is crucial to openings or conciliations between the philosophical theologies of these religious traditions. It is exactly by showing how in the Liber de Causis "deux versions différentes de la doctrine nèo-platonicienne s'y sont entrecroisées, la version plotinienne et la version proclienne," that Cristina D'Ancona-Costa demonstrates "une assimilation entre métaphysique nèo-platonicienne et théologie créationniste." 19 My treatment of necessity and freedom in emanation and creation is centred on how a group who identified themselves with the "Peripatetics"-Moses Maimonides, his Islamic predecessors, and Albertus Magnus-set up a conflict which Aquinas avoided, or, better, which Aquinas overcame by placing the opposed modalities in different places in his system. The philosophers and theologians in this Arab "Peripatetic" tradition united Aristotle, Plotinus, Proclus, and other Neoplatonists under the covering dominance of Aristotle. The Neoplatonism of Aquinas differs by privileging Dionysius; it thus remains more Greek. Alain de Libera judges that Albert stands at the end of the Islamic tradition as "la suprème reprèsentant de la doxographie péripatéticienne arabe." Aquinas, he contrasts as distinguishing "le 'néoplatonisme authentique' du 'néoplatonisme chrétien' tout en laissant à Aristote la place qui est la sienne." 20 There is an important truth in these contrasts, but they have their limits. Dionysius, and presents it as required by sound philosophy." 23 Much the same must be said of Aquinas, even if, in my judgment, by way of both Dionysius and his growing knowledge of other Greek Neoplatonists, he moves closer to them and further away from the Arabic tradition through which he first learned his Aristotle. 24 Bonin may come closest to articulating the nature of this difference between Aquinas and his teacher when she writes about how they explain similarities between the Liber de causis and the Divine Names:
Thomas rightly attributes the similarities to the Platonism of both texts, whereas Albert believes that Peripatetic and Dionysian theology converge….Not that Albert failed to recognise Platonic traits in Dionysius, but such thinkers as Ibn Sina shared them while remaining basically Peripatetic. 25 In the same manner in which he avoided a head on collision between the via Platonicorum and the via Aristotelica by making of them complementary oppositions each contributing to the truth, 26 Aquinas stepped back from the kind of fatal conflict between philosophy and revealed theology which was actually fought to the death of an autonomous philosophy among Islamic intellectuals. When he deals with the conflict between the theology which is a part of philosophy and the one which is revealed, he keeps the two living in the same house by conceding at one come forth in and from God. The authority of Dionysius determined that: "Emanatio, diffusio and effusio, all characteristically Neoplatonist terms, are fully adopted and become part of the linguistic fabric of Aquinas' thought." 37 In company with Bonaventure, Emanatio is used by Thomas both for the coming forth of the Persons of the Word and of the Spirit within the divine essence, and also as equivalent to creatio. 38 For both of the Franciscan and the Dominican, the first of these emanations is, in fact, necessary. The second emanation is free. We ought not to leap from Thomas' rejection of one Arab "Peripatetic" model of how the First Principle produces creatures to generalizations about Neoplatonism and his view of it. We will do better by looking at what is particular to the Islamic-Jewish understanding of emanation when its law is expressed as ab uno non est nisi unum. Then we can examine what in its logic Aquinas embraced and what he rejected. Or better, given the character of these systems in which everything has a place, we can find at what level of the theological hierarchy the law is true and where it is false.
In the Guide (2.13, pp. 281-285), Maimonides identifies the opponents of one of the fundamentals of the Law of Moses -namely, the creation of the whole world, including time, from absolutely nothing -to be as philosophers generally. " [A] ll the philosophers of whom we have heard reports and whose discourses we have seen" hold to the fundamental principle that 'from nothing, nothing comes' and to its co-relative: "it is not possible that a thing should pass away into nothing." Those who belong to the "sect" of philosophers are "divided into several sects," including the Platonists, the Aristotelians, and the Epicureans. In the view of Maimonides, there is no point in trying to reconcile the Law of Moses even with Plato, with whom some have tried to make common cause on account of his language in the Timaeus about the beginning of the sensible world, because Plato believes that the heaven "has come into existence and has been generated from some other thing." 39 Aristotle is lumped with "his followers, and the commentators of his books." In company with Albert, Maimonides judges about the law governing emanation: "It is impossible that anything but a simple thing should proceed from a simple thing" as "a proposition universally agreed upon, accepted by Aristotle and by all those who philosophized." 40 Several factors contribute to these identifications. Many of them are common to the IslamicJudaic reception of philosophy and the Latin Christian reception of Aristotle in the thirteenth-century. I list some. At De generatione et corruptione 2.10 (336 a 27, translatio vetus) the Latin medievals found: "Idem enim et similiter habens semper idem innatum est facere" on which Thérèse Bonin (from whom I am quoting) comments "Who more than God is always the same and disposed in the same way, without variation of thought or power." 41 Aristotle in Physics 8.6 speaks about the simplicity of the unmoved mover and the continuity and uniformity of the motion it causes, thus our medieval authors found: "Illud autem, quod est non motum, quia est sicut diximus simplex, et permanens in eadem dispositione, movet uno motu simplici" (250 a 18-19, translatio Arabico-Latina). 42 In Metaphysics Lambda, (12.8) he argues against a plurality of heavens. Our writers associate the de uno unum law with these passages. Deborah Black is right to see a mixture of Neoplatonic metaphysics and cosmology at the origins of this tradition in al-Farabi. She tells us that his theory of emanation "rests upon the twin pillars of Ptolemaic geocentric cosmology and the metaphysics of the divine. The framework of emanation is provided by cosmology." 43 Significantly, many of the arguments of Maimonides against de uno unum are cosmological, criticising it as inadequate to explain the composite nature and diverse motions of the spheres (see Guide, 2.19; 2.22; and 2.24); emanation or "overflow" is, however, a useful concept in some contexts (see Guide, 2.12). Certainly, as Black writes: "Many of the properties of al-Farabi's emanational God are Aristotelian… [but], al-Farabi's adoption of the Neoplatonic metaphysics of emanation provides the means whereby Aristotelian philosophy can be placed in a more systematic framework than the Stagirite's own writings allow." 44 Already in late Antiquity, it had proved easier to transmit Platonism, too identified with anti-Christian Hellenism to be tolerated in the Byzantine Empire, through commentary on Aristotle than by attributing it to those known as Platonists. For the Muslims, in consequence, Aristotle was the bearer of the Platonic tradition with which they were thoroughly imbued-more thoroughly than medieval Latins, because in contrast with them, the Arabs read Plato's dialogues and, from the beginning of their philosophical education, had access to the Neoplatonic commentaries on the Aristotelian works, as well as to the Enneads of Plotinus and the Elements of Theology of Proclus. 45 The origins of philosophy in Islam after "receiving and transmitting the Neoplatonized Aristotle of the Alexandrian commentaries on the De Anima, went further along this way, by reading Aristotle as often as possible in the light of Plotinus, and Plato in the light of Aristotle." 46 Among the Latins, the Proclean-Plotinian Liber de Causis and the Plotinian Theology of Aristotle, both of which contain passages congruent with the law we are discussing, and lie at its origins, are attributed to Aristotle. So mixed up together were the Platonic and Aristotelian traditions in the péripatétisme arabe 47 that Albert was never forced to give up the attribution of the Liber to Aristotle. As Dr Bonin puts it: "Albert thought not just that the Liber was in some sense Aristotle's, but also that it was a very important Aristotelian text…. 52 demanded that the ex uno non nisi unum be applied strictly so that its limit might appear. Ironically, his The Aims of the Philosophers-translated into Latin as his Metaphysics-is both an exposition of Avicenna and a source of the knowledge of this doctrine. In fact, his intended destruction contains "a substantial Avicennian residue" which is exploited by Averroes in his Destruction of the Destruction-the name the Latins gave his Incoherence of the Incoherence. 53 Although Maimonides can be placed within the tradition of Saadya Gaon who pioneered Jewish religious philosophy in Arabic adopting "the Mu c tazilite Kalam," 54 and although his criticism of emanation is that of al-Ghazali, 55 in contrast to al-Ghazali, Maimonides is genuinely committed to the philosophical tradition transmitted as Aristotle's. The ex uno unum is for him the true law of intellectual procession. He interprets it strictly, not for the purpose of eliminating it, but so as to show that this law, by itself, is not able to explain the complexity, variety, and change of things. Intellectual emanation and its law need to be supplemented. Maimonides is convinced that even with "thousands of degrees [of emanation], the last intellect would indubitably still be simple" (Guide, 2.22, p. 318). Another cause is thus required, namely: "a purpose and a will directed toward this particular thing" (2.21, p. 316), "the will of the one who wills" (2.22, p. 319). 56 This solution owes something to al-Ghazali's expansion of the distinction made by the Ash c arites between the divine essence and the divine attributes like will. 57 However, Maimonides does not follow alGhazali to the voluntaristic occasionalism of the Ash c arites. He is constantly attacking within his own intellectual world those who would dissolve cosmic order. The Mutakallimun, whose intentions he praises but whose solutions he finds radically flawed, like the Ash c arites, are atomists who "abolish the nature of that which exists" (2.19, p. 303). The result of their reduction of causation to particular acts of the divine will is endless particularization. Maimonides represents Aristotle as fighting opponents of the same kind: "those of his predecessors who believed that the world has happened to come about by chance and spontaneously" (2.20, p. 312). Balancing between the Kalam and Aristotle ultimately requires a Neoplatonic treatment of the divine attributes and the separation of will from essence as a concession to our way of understanding, which because only rational and not real can be both used for the necessities of reason and also withdrawn. This is a technique at which Aquinas and all scholastics are expert. Marvin Fox puts it this way:
The nature of the absolute unity of God requires that there be no multiplicity in Him, and thus means that that there can be no separate attributes. "There does not exist in Him anything other than His essence in virtue of which object he might act, know, or will" ([Guide,]1.46, p. 102) "This essence has created everything that it has created and knows it, but absolutely not by virtue of a superadded notion" ([Guide,]1.53, pp. 122-23). His will is identical with His Wisdom and with all the other positive perfections that are his essence. 58 Arthur Hyman, equally concerned both to acknowledge what Maimonides owes to alGhazali and the Mutakallimun and also to show how he keeps his position from falling into their voluntarism, writes "Maimonides holds that 'will' and 'wisdom' are predicated of God according to complete equivocation, so that 'creation by will' and 'creation by wisdom' can only refer to effects produced by God, that is properties of the world." 59 Avicenna is the primary source for the Latins of our law, as well as being the principal subject of al-Ghazali's attack. The proposition on which we are centring our attention is found in the Ilahiyyat of his al-Shifa. This is the Latin Liber de Philosophia Prima. 62 In the first of these, the Mabadi' ara' ahl al-madina al-fadila, al-Farabi describes the emanations from the First in a way which will remind us of the proemium to the Fourth Book of the Summa contra Gentiles. They begin with the ten immaterial intellects which follow in a line, one after the other, from the First: The like precedes the unlike.
Avicenna's God, the necesse esse who produces in accord with our law, differs in many ways from the Plotinian or Proclean Good or One. 64 Pre-eminently, there are its thinking and being. This may derive from Porphyry, if Pierre Hadot has correctly identified the author of the anonymous commentary on the Parmenides and its influence 65 -though the origins of this characterization of the First in Arabic philosophical theology may not need such a specific source. Others derive it from Aristotle, as conveyed in the Peripatetic tradition and Middle Platonism, and modified by Plotinus. 66 We must also, however, account for the stress on its necessity and on the necessity of its causation. 67 The Greek Neoplatonists affirmed the freedom of the Good. Indeed, Plotinus has a treatise on the freedom of the One where he asserts, as Bonaventure will also do after him, a freedom for the First which is beyond the difference of freedom and necessity. 68 As Maria Gatti puts it: "The activity of the One is self-creative freedom, while the activity from the One follows necessarily from the First, but is a necessity sui generis, that is, a necessity that follows from an act of freedom." 69 Proclus explicitly follows Plato in the Timaeus (29 c -30 a )-and follows Aristotle silently (Metaphysics 983 a )-in denying that the gods can be jealous. On this basis he teaches with Aristotle that the life-giving action of the Good is eternal and incessant. The Good is not sometimes good and sometimes not. Generosity is natural to it. This places its creativity beyond volitional choice between alternatives; a position in which, as we have seen, Dionysius followed him. 70 Proclus writes that "the cause of the All" makes "effortlessly" and "by its very being," but his language is not that of necessity, which might imply something imposed upon the First. 71 He and Plotinus will not permit anything to be in any way prior to the Good. Scholars are right, then, both to note the differences between Avicenna's Neoplatonism and the Hellenic varieties, and also to raise doubts as to whether the Plotinian or Proclean Good is well described as necessitated in causing. 72 What moved Avicenna to turn the bonum diffusivum sui into the necesse esse? This simple unity-which is not interchangeably called the good-is characterised by necessity. It is not only called necessary in itself but also necessarily produces its effect. It gives what proceeds from it necessity so that what is created will be as much as possible like its source. Partly, at least, this emphasis on necessity stems from Avicenna's engagement with a voluntarism similar to one which Maimonides agreed was destructive of reason and nature. Avicenna was also engaged positively with the Kalam generally and the Ash c arites, among others, particularly. 73 Al-Ghazali explicitly identified himself with this theological party-though whether he needed to have done so or whether his denial of a logical connection between causes and effects can lead to less radical conclusions is debated. 74 The Ash c arites rejected the view that the divine act proceeded as the necessary consequence of the divine essence. The divine act, they maintained, was the voluntary decree of the divine will, an attribute additional to the divine essence. They went further than this to deny that any act proceeds from an existent's essence or nature. They denied natural causes, adopting the occasionalist doctrine that real causal efficacy resides with God alone. 75 In opposing theology of this kind, Avicenna followed al-Farabi. Beyond al-Farabi, however, in his use of the ex uno non nisi unum formula, Avicenna stresses the capacity of the necesse esse to convey not only its unity but also its necessity to what it produces. The effect, though possible in itself, is "necessary through its cause." 76 By this means, Avicenna puts the emphasis on the likeness rather than upon the unlikeness between the participated and the participating.
If the emphasis were placed on the difference between the cause and the effect, a difference essential to Neoplatonism and worked out in terms of the greater division of the 73 On how Avicenna tried to solve the problem created by the Neoplatonic unification of the One and Good as both a Platonic efficient cause and an Aristotelian final cause, and how this is connected to his treatment of necessity and possibility and to his complex relation to the Ash c arites and other movements within Kalam, see Wisnovsky, Avicenna's Metaphysics. 74 See G. Giacaman and R. Bahlul, "Ghazali on Miracles and Necessary Connection," Medieval Philosophy and Theology, 9:1 (2000): 39-50; as well as surveying the literature, the authors argue that his position need not be identified with the Ash c arites. 75 Marmura, "The Metaphysics," 183; see also Marmura's Introduction to Al-Ghazali, The Incoherence, xvi-xvii and xxiii-xxvi. 76 Hyman, "From What is One," 112. In accepting Hyman here I am bringing Proclus back into Avicenna at a point where D'Ancona-Costa correctly sees Plotinus also, "La doctrine": 231. She regards any reference to Proclus as "on thin ice." lower as compared to its source, emanation would appear as immediately productive of multiplicity. Taneli Kukkonen writes: "A contrast drawn between Identity and Likeness allows Proclus to articulate what he sees as central in the overall process. Creation everywhere proceeds not by identity, but by similarity." 77 Though for Proclus, the more like comes forth first, nonetheless, "since the producer is necessarily superior to the product, they can never be identical without qualification, or equal in potency." 78 For an effect to be identical with the cause is "not possible nor lawful." 79 In respect to the production of creatures, this diminution and the consequent multiplication of the principle because it is received according to the mode of a being at a lower hierarchical level will be stressed by Aquinas. This emphasis marks his doctrine of creation as characteristically Dionysian insofar as it is also Platonic.
Avicenna does have, however, some basis in Proclus for what serves his need. Proclus, probably following Syrianus, placed "henads" between the One and the intelligences. Though they are multiple (finitely), they "have the character of unity," 80 and are "ones," simple unities. Edward Butler writes:
Proclus contrasted the mode of the procession of the henads from the One to the "procession by difference" of the forms….Proclus speaks of different modes of procession, contrasting that "by way of unity [henôsin]" and that "by way of identity [tautotêta] ."…The henads are the sole exemplars of procession "by way of unity,…[I]f every other cause constitutes a progeny similar to itself prior to that which is dissimilar,…so the One Itself must produce according to unity (kat'henôsin) things which primarily proceed from it. 81 Kukkonen describes how the One produces:
The all-constitutive action of the One, Proclus next contends, is unitary by nature.
[...] [T]his applies to the agent, the action, and the product alike. The One is indivisible in every way, it has a completely uniform action, and this action has the primary effect of bestowing unity upon its subjects. 82 In consequence, it belongs to its nature, most clearly manifest in its first emanation, that the One should produce "ones." In explaining the law we are considering, Arthur Hyman is probably right to point us to where, in the Elements of Theology, "Proclus differs from Plotinus in that he interposes henads or gods between the One and the First Intelligence (Props. 113-165, esp. 115)." 83 However, we must be clear that neither here nor elsewhere in the Elements will we find Avicenna's First Principle or the law of emanation we have been considering. The reasons for this are already evident: the Proclean One is above esse, it is the Good, Proclus does not characterise it as necessary, its first products, though henads, are multiple. Yet, there is evidently much in Proclus which might be drawn into Avicenna's monotheism, including the distinction in Proposition 63 between contingent and perpetual participations. We must not be seeking identical repetitions in the transformations of Neoplatonism within the different religious communities, even when the same concepts or formulae are reiterated. We find rather elements and logical forms which reappear differently aligned and, in their new circumstances, they produce different results. 84 85 As Alain de Libera shows us in respect to Proposition 21 of the Liber and Proposition 127 of the Elements, Thomas' interpretation of Proclus, which is fundamentally the same in the two places, is authentically Platonic. He does alter the whole schema: Aquinas refers simplicity to auto-sufficiency, thus, typically for himself, for the Liber, for Arabic and Christian Platonists generally, drawing what belongs to a lower level in the Proclean spiritual hierarchy into the unity of the First. 86 Nonetheless, self-sufficiency remains an overflowing richness. Thus, the simple self-sufficiency of the First is a richness and "an abundance of goodness flowing into other things." 87 In Thomas' Super Librum De Causis, there is no decline from Platonic superfluity into the aridity of the Albertine and Peripatetic rigid chain of efficient causes.
AQUINAS: OPORTET PROCESSUM EMANATIONIS
Aquinas adds in the comment on Proposition 22: "not all things receive his goodness in the same mode and equally, but each according to the mode of its own potentiality." 88 We arrive by this route at Thomas' characteristic treatment of the emanation of creatures, one directly contrary to that of Albert and the so-called Peripatetics. What proceeds out of God must be multiple, diverse and unequal. Only thus can what is outside the divine substance receive his goodness so that the universal order is both as good as it can be in itself and will also represent him as adequately as possible (perfectius participat divinam bonitatem et repraesentat eam totum universum). 89 Creation for Aquinas requires three emanations of two distinct kinds. First, there are the internal emanations or processions within the divine essence which produce real distinctions and relations within the Principle. These two emanations are necessary (necessitate absoluta -"with an absolute necessity" and natural. 90 They are emanations of the primary and most simple unities from the first and most simple unity, i.e., the emanation of the Word, which is the necessary and natural result of God's knowing himself, and the emanation of the Spirit, which is the necessary and natural result of the divine self-love. Aquinas tells us in Summa contra Gentiles, that "by necessity it must be that God always knows himself," that the necessary result of this self-knowledge is the "emanation" of the Verbum conceptum, and that "it must be that he proceeds naturaliter from the Father" (ScG, 4.11). The first thing which proceeds from unity is equality and then multiplicity proceeds. And therefore, from the Father, to whom, according to Augustine, unity is proper, the Son processes, to whom equality is appropriate, and then the creature comes forth to which inequality belongs (ST, 1.47.2 ad 2).
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The multiplication of equals is the origin of the other kind of emanation, that of "all being from the universal being" (ST, 1.45.4 ad 1). From his Commentary on the Sentences through all his writing, as Gilles Emery has laboriously established, for Aquinas, the procession of the Son is the cause and reason of all subsequent emanations: "les processions des personnes sont la cause et la raison de la procession des créatures (dans l'exitus comme dans le reditus)." 92 The characteristics de la procession des créatures are contrary to those of the first kind. The necessary emanations within the divine determine the character of emanation outside it (ST, 1.45.5). This procession is voluntary, because the divine being is necessarily willing.
In the end, Albertus Magnus arrives at the same starting point for creation by his own more laborious Peripatetic route. Having dealt with the unity of the intellectual emanation with the divine essence from which and in which it emerges, he determines:
In the First, will and essence are the same. As a result, as the first invariable is in respect to essence, so also the invariable is according to will. It is, then, a consequence of the rule "from the simple one nothing comes except a unity," that, from a will which is not at all diversified by what it wills, there is nothing except unity. [...] Since, it follows that because [the First] knows himself as the principle of everything, he knows all which is, so also it follows that because he wills himself as the principle of all things, he wills all which is. 93 For Aquinas will is essential to creation. Because it is willed and not necessary, creation is not an emanation or a real relation within God. Rather it is a relation in the creature to God (ST, 1.27.1 ad 3; ST, 1.45.3). Because creation also originates in an intellectual principle (the divine self-love is a consequence of the divine self-knowledge), which as intellectual is filled with all the forms, the order created is of multiple, diverse and unequal beings.
Far from opposing necessary emanation which is determined by the nature of the principle, Aquinas incorporates it into the very life of God. By his situation at a conclusion of a debate among the Arabic Peripatetics, he is moved to separate necessary and free emanations. In a way we do not find among the Hellenic Neoplatonists, Aquinas places one within God, the other in his relation ad extra. Avicenna's God as necesse esse, who produces his like out of the necessity of his nature, has a very exalted place in the Thomistic theological hierarchy. Aquinas acknowledges his debt to Ibn Sina, both directly and by quoting him. The divine Henads have an equal exaltation in Thomas' divinity. Their manner of coming forth from the One is echoed in the ab uno simplici non est nisi unum and the procession of the divine Persons. The ex uno non nisi unum is most recognizable in the procession of the Verbum as aequalitas-an idea Aquinas credits to Augustine. The equality of the unities within the thearchy and the ordered unity of the divine being, knowing and loving distinguish this Christian Neoplatonism both from its pagan and from its Islamic and Jewish predecessors. Thomas' construction also differs in many ways from the Greek Christian Platonism of Dionysius on which he is so dependent. 94 They all, however, disclose the necessities of the logic within which all are working. Thomas understands this logic better as his knowledge of Platonism grows, and he grants a place in his system to what of its necessities each of his teachers discloses. However, he does not learn only from the later Platonists. Ultimately for him, what is necessary to the idea of creation can be learned both from Aristotle and from Plato-though probably their reconciliation to one another on creation, and the crediting to both of them a doctrine of creation, is an enterprise of the late Neoplatonic commentators. That remains another story. 95 CONCLUSION. CONCEDUNTUR A PHILOSOPHIS "RES A DEO CREATAE ET FACTAE" 96 Thomas insists that God could have made eternal creatures. In consequence, the Genesis images which seem to require a temporal beginning of creation do not describe for him what is logically necessary to its notion absolutely. Jan Aertsen puts the thesis of the De Aeternitate Mundi thus: "There is no mutual repugnance between the concepts 'to be created' and 'to be eternal' because an agent need not precede its effect in duration." Aertsen shows that the De Potentia teaches the same. 97 In the Commentary on the Physics, we find Thomas' final view: Plato et Aristoteles pervenerunt ad cognoscendum principium totius esse. 98 From the beginning of his writing Thomas attributes a doctrine of creation to Aristotle and, from the early 1260s, he also ascribes it to Plato and the Platonici. 99 He works out their positions (and those of the Liber and Dionysius) carefully in the Super Librum de causis Expositio (1272). There Proclus is included among the Platonists who teach that "being itself is the cause of existing for all things." 100 Thomas' own distinction between the characteristic divine act, which confers substantial being and determines our best name for God, and the operations of the other causes, which confer what is subsequent to esse, can be traced to a difference made by the Neoplatonists between what the One confers and what subsequent causes contribute. 101 In his refusal to ascribe rational necessity to the doctrine that creation has a temporal beginning, Thomas reproduces exactly the position of Moses Maimonides against the Mutakallimun on this point. Aquinas shares his judgment that the endeavour of theologians to claim necessity for what cannot be demonstrated only serves to bring contempt on theology and to undermine trust in the rational demonstrations on which divine science does and must rely. 102 However, Aquinas' pains in his De Aeternitate Mundi did not prevent the condemnation of his position in 1277. Conservative Augustinians, feeling themselves increasingly threatened, pushed the Bishop of Paris to demand of reason more than Thomas thought it capable. Tempier required that philosophy must provide the reasons faith wished. 103 Attention to Thomas' position on this issue and to his ascription of a doctrine of creation to his pagan Aristotelian and Platonic predecessors, to the stand of "Rabbi Moses", as well as to the strong oppositions between the Islamic theologians and philosophers which caused both Christian and Jew such trouble, are helpful for the work of this present volume. They go to show that we could not have persuaded the mediaevals themselves to subscribe to the campaign of Carlos Bazán to have us employ "la notion de création [] pour caractériser" mediaeval philosophy. 104 Such a characterisation is no more useful than is an opposition between free creation and Neoplatonic emanation.
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